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Like most hUman beings, Americans are crisis - oriented. We., -J
do not gather cur acorns,qpreparation for the future as squirrels
.do. Snug Nand secure in our own little world, we.easily become
complacent. We neithdt plan for the future nor anticipate' change;
lova seven a crisis we rally to surmount" it.' We fly by the seat '

of mil- pants and, we trea,cancetous problems with Band- AiEis. _No
sooner has the crisis passed trap we become sedentary again.

This condition, unfortunately, has been true in American higher
. education. Reveling in the flush of the academic bull market of
the 1960°d as masses of students knocked on the dOors of academe,
richwith research projects and a mobile faculty, higher education
became complacdnt. Some lip service,.and even some appropriate
obeisance, was 04ren to the need for innovation, reform, self -
examination and self-renewal. A_few voices were heard crying in
the wildernegsprediCting the end'of the baby boom, the impending
dollar crunch, the folly of expansion for the sake of
expansion. and the votential. glut of faculty. A few Perceptive
writers called for the need to examine our mission, our institutional
goals and the necessity of improving the quality of instruction in
our colleges and-universities, but by and' large, these cries fell .

on deaf ears in the caaaphony of academic inertia.

Nevertheless, public drsenchantment'with higher education, coupled
with ever decreasing legislative.Support, placed higher, education
in a-state of disarray. Acadamicians began speaking and writing of
retrenchment, depression, reevaluation, and the need for planned

.Q\ change and development. In the 1970's we moved into a period
which is generally described as "steady state" (a period of
turbulence that might better be termed an."unsteadv state"), as .

highereddcation faced shrinking and shifting enrollments, changing
ti

4- Invitational address, International Conference on Improving
University Instruction, Heidelberg, West Germany, May 8-11, 1975.
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market an agin , "tenure* in" facul14 ty, the'prospect of
collet ive barga ninge-the increased involvement of,1 ,gislators
sand g vernors pk,the business of'higher education, a ,above all,

4.1imired resources. The ivy-covered walls Of academe had finally

bee rattled. .
. .

. .

10

.

Bu', as we said At the outset, we ,are a crisis-minded people and we

d. %t, -give up the ship easily. Ndither has education. What

s ould have begun years ago is beginning 'now. As some institutions
ave 40en'forced to close their doors in bankruptcy, other institu-

tionsfave begun institat'ional self-appraqsals and sel?-renewal
programs. IAstitutions are becoming increasingly inVolve&in
developing new approaches to resource allocation, intensive
planning and .program review and academic prograr!s involving*mofe
than dne campus. Although we do not have much experience upon
which to gram in this area, academic plans and planning procedures
are being emphasized, oarticul rly 'with a thrust towards multi-camous
orientation. Whatever tne m ivating factors, all, of these efforts
have the notenial ot incr sing college and,university effectiveness
and improving the lualitv.of teaching and learning. Underscoring
all of these efforts 1 seen tne recognition of the need kr
programs of planned'c ange.

While major effort are being undertaken in these directions at
institutionlacr ss the United States, the focus of our presentation
is the/Ca,lif rnia State University and Colleges (SUC),,a system
of 19 c pusep/which offers bacealaureate and masterTs degree level
progr to some 20,000 students, employs about 16,000 facialtv,'

and i dependent almost exclusively upon state aporopriations for
its perations. 'What follows is a chronicle of howtlais system
dem loped/and implemented a program for planned change, with
particular emphasis on two,higlIky unique and special programs,
e Fund for Innovation and the Center for Professibnal

evelopment.

y
/ Establishment df the Fund ,for Innovation

1

In 1969 and 1970, the budgetary situation for the 1-3U system was
especially 'serious. In addition to an escalation.of student/faculty
ratios, faculty morale was at an alI-time low particuMrly because

/ salary increases were deleted from the 19/G/71 budget by a State
/ government far from enthusiastic about higheTeducation in

general, thus breaking an annual increase pattern f r ti first

/
/ time since 1964. Chancellor Glenn S. Dumkeresponde to'both the

problems'of fiscal and public support and the need t. insure
/ quality education to students with a statement to the system's

.1
Board of Trustees early in 1971,,calling for a new app oach.to
higher education that included such factors as time-sh rtened
degree programs,- greater attention,to=general education reassessment

i
of the,meaning of the baccalaureate'and needed fiscal a
procedural reforms. 'In the following weeks,,,,a Task F fc
innovation ggas organized to initiate innovation and chang
respect to substantive reforms in instructional methods,
uses of student and faculty time,and the process of learn

2



Representative of,System and campus administrations and the,

Statewide Academic Senate, the Task Force solicited proposals and

- ideas from the 19 member compuSes.which led to a definition of

the specific' tasks confronting the CSUC system:- how t9 plan for,

amplemont, ana accomplish deliberate change to serve/three basic ,

Objectives - faculty renewal in the broadest sense, improved

learning opportunities through increased student options, and

alternative approaches to instruction which wouli.prove to be

cost effective. .

The resin ts-of the call for proposals, coupled with major interest

on the part of the Carnegie Corporation, provided the stimulus '

which led to a recommended addition to the system's 1972-73

State Budget for a S600,000 "Fund for Educational Development.
Further interest on the part bf the State's Department of Finance,

thtbudget-building unit of the State government, and recommendations

'by the Office of-.the Legislative AnaIyt., the legal staff office

charged-with review and.analysis of 'the Governor's Budget, led to

a final appropriationof $1.7 million to support the Fund for

Innovation and Improvement in the.educotional process.

Organizational, Structure

The second major step. in the planned chLge program as the'recog-

nition that major staff reorgankzation was required within the

Office of the Chancellor to implement a-full scale program. The

Chancellor ana)the Vice'Chancellor for Academic Affairs', in consul-

tation with th4 Task Force on Innovation, determined that better -

focus and attentiou for the Program for Innovation and Improvement

could be achieved through the:organization of a separate division

within the Office of Academic Affairs which became, in 1972, the

Division of New Program DevelopTent and EvAluation (NPD&E).'

This division was assigned responsibilityifor developing the

program to administer funds, coordinate the Carnegie-supported

project (involving three corpuses and a systemwide component) and

encourage the development elrf educational media within the system.

In addition to its initially assigned function,,NPD&B soon became'

the focal point for the development of other innovation-focused
proposals for systqm consideration.

The Fund for Innovation Program

An essential element,in the program was to stimulate compqtition

of ideas among the campuses for implementation of broad educational

objectives. Thus, the Task Forcp prOpoded that state fund ,be

all cated through an open .competition among the CMpuses. he

ide -of allocating funds on a per student' basis or other si ilar

rat ohale was discarded not only because it lacked the element

of competition, but more importantly, because it was apparentr
that there were wide variations among campus faculties with 40spedt

to both.interest and readiness tO pursue innovative instructional

projects. 0 '
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Areas ehdompassed
4
in the progIam are: 1) alternative iletho0 of

measuring achievement in degree subject areas; 2) reducti n
of student tiMe spent ih college classrooms" and laborator es,
including credit by examination and advanced placement; 3) reform
of general education patterns;'4) 'ncrease in the overall efficiency
of the academic program; 5) exnande use of educational media to° .

increase efficiency and effectivene s of the college ProgTam; and
6) external degree /open university oncepts.

ilk
p

After the Call for proposals ,went out,sthe NPD&E-sta.ff visited
campuses to explain the program and to encourage an .optimum response.
Thesreception on most campuses was favorable. On some it was

.apparent that faculty concerns about workload were coupled with a- *.
generally skeptical view of System-sponsored activities. Many
-faculty, as well as-campUs administrators,- were not used to a ..

system program which did not emphasize control, but rather, oaered
an opportunity to experiment. Nevertheless, the response to the
call for proposals was encouraging; fifty-one Campus and systemwide
projects.were funded,and some $1.5 million of the appropriation
expended.; .., ..

Forthescurrent ao#detic ye4r, 33 projects, totaling $1.4 million,
in grants; were selected from among 160' applications. The.large
viajorit/ of them are new efforts. In addition, over $200,000
-of the Fund has been allocated to campuses to organize mini-grant
programs

,

programs where faculty engage in local competition for small
grants to develop innovative courses', programs, Tethdds or .

techniques., General faculty acceptAnce and enthusiasm for the 1

.program has, grown, and questioning of its ultimate ppfpose and
search for-the "hidden agenda" has all but disappeaxed.

The kinds of projects supported Changed focus during the second and
_third years of the program. There has been a shikntowards multi-
campus*efforts, often requiring greater stimulus-and coordination
on the part of the staff% ,Although these efforts for the most part
represent a shift in focus'common to several other large college
systeMs in the United Stites, in most instances the multi-campus
efforts of the CSUC Are outgrowths of projects which began on.a
singld

.
campuS. ... 1

/

The move toward multi-campus projects has been undertaken in
tie belief that the dissemination of the outcomes of innovation

' both product and prodess--can best be achieved through planned,
organized efforts involving signficarlt number,s of faculty working
on learning problems common to several campuses.

Program Evaluation and Impact
. *

: .

Ongoing project evaluat on'hais been,'from the beginning, a multiple
responsibility of proje t-directors, the host campus, faculty,
observers, student particifants, the systeip office, and in several
instances, outside elialuation e_experts. In the first two ears of
the progi-amijesdorts fro6 prOjects indicated that nearly

y
thirty-

three thousand students benefited in one way or another fromi the
- .

4



activities Supported% Turthermore, over thirty-five hUndre d'facUlty

and administrators have been involvetl.with one or mpe activities

of the Program. Many have attended conferences on il*Plekenting

change, workshops on the uses Of educaeional technOlogy, including-
training programs on instructional applibations ct the computerized r_

test item data bank, and seminars .on'the applieation of PerSonali.zed.

Systems of Instruction:

There is increasing eridence that.inriovations ins ,tuted by faculty

members With the assistance of th Fund-are stimulating otherdl

. faculty to try out new teaching techniques. Many of the projects
hille testeA,lome.of the rhetoric of higher education, especially
that of educational reform. We know- that many'students are neither

,motivated nor equipped to undertake fullsresponsibility for their

own learning, regardleis of the quality of. the-learning assistanc
materials% Min of the projects have served to better define the

variety of program structures reqldied for students to succeed
in the CSUC systemInstitutions. We hav6 accomplished, to a limited
degree, some reth ,.nking of the conCept'of general education and

the meaning of the baccalaureate. We have spotlighted some system-
-and campus,polices which h' der- flexibility and change..

Projects, and programs itres iing inter-campus cooperatioA, generally
within%the same discipline have tended to bring-faculty from "-

sister institutions ,closer ogeter, to consider common problems,.
and some of the thought and'efort which have gone into project
.for innovation have borne fruit in other areas, .such as the rapidly
developing external degree prograffi.

To a significant degree, important ei<perience has been gained in
the application of educational technology for instruction in off-2

campuh.settings,*resulting in a setter understanding'of its
limitations, as Wrell,as its eltrellent applications, Even more

-important, the Program has 3rought to the attention of the faculty
a numberiof different ideas which they have since used in their
courses and programs..

-from an 'orwiza tional standpoint, establishing a division with
primary responsibility for the program within the Office 'of the

Chancellor, has contributed significantly, not only in the
project awards process and in monitoring and maintaining Ongoing
project evaluation, but also in servimgas a focus for'other activ-

ities which may be placed under the rubric of innovation. Having
'a specially designated staff has aided the systeM in developing
systemwide Meetings on innovation and change, seeking other areas

fqr Support, and.serving'as spokespersons f6;,the'program's objectives.

Despite these many ,indications of success, seVeral problems need
4

to be addretsed for maximumimpact in the future. First, of course,
assUrange of special funding availability is essential, yet
difficult to,pbtin. Even if continued resources were assured, the
task of extending, refining, and imbedding innovation remains.
To' extend innovation in the brOadst sen's'e involves a reallocation
of resources. In higher education, this is difficult;,;in--.a state

r
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.system operating under close fiscal supervision,) it is nearly
ift,possible,.'particulaily in the short run. The system has yet to
'come to gr4psfully with the manifold changes which may be needed
to develop a viable strategy for achieving those changes.'

a

In great measure, faculty-developed projects-have concentrated on A...)

course reorganization, using'elf -paced media of one variety or
another'. 'Ways of assessing Student learning independent of
organized courses and measuring competencies at the major and
degree level have yet to 'be extensively explored. Partfcula2*
in this latter instance,-our faculty, like most other faculties
in the United States, find,it most difficult to move away froth,

individudi baccaliureate Programs and disciplines, and to identify )
both what is important for a graduate to know, and bow best to
measure such knowledgp.

The tasK of maintaining enthusiasm for innovation and the commitment
to evaluation is difficult, acid yet must be accomplished if the
prdgram is to continue to be effective. Already 'some waning of
interest is taking plaCe on campuses which-at the outset exhibited
.the greatest enthusiasm. All .of these factors underscore the need
to maintain crogram flexibility and tb generate among -the faculty
-61e motivatiOn'*io continuously expend and refine their teaching
roles, skills and objectives.

With respect to the ,latter point, the Fted has become increasingly
aware that Coupled with organizational cliange and a multi-campus
thrust, more attention must-be paid to faculty.- The continued.
revitalization of faculty-is critical if the program is .to
survive.and prosper.

Faculty revitalization, however, must not -be.defined merely as
instructional skill development. Rather, it must include-a
more encompassing approach to faculty development,, incorporating
a larger conceptual framework in which organizational inci 'peisonal
development are as esseptiai as is instructional improvement. A'

comprehensive fapulty development program is paramount if a, program
for planned change Is to have maximum impact. The Center far
Professional Development represents such ah effort. t-

,

The Center for Professional Development
.

.No bettei evidence exists of NPD&E's,commitment to broad based change
and the improvdment of instructio*, and the recognition of its
success by the federal government, than the Center for.ProfessioTal
Development, which wasp established as a combined effort/of the U S.
OffiCe of"EducatioriesTund for the.ImprOVement of Postsecondary
Education_d the 9ffice of the Chancellor. Funded at approximately
$.5 million over a tnree-year period, the Center has been
established as an integral pert of ZNIPD&E to coordinate, guide,
evaluate andtest alternative types of faculty development programs
in the CSUC system.

6
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'Although various types of "faculty development" aotivites have
been attempted by colleges and. universities during the lastten
yearsor so,,most of them have\focused on rather specific topics
such as recruitment'procedures, use of sabbaticals and reduction of
student /faculty ratios. Other efforts of faculty development have ,

been largely cosmetic in nature, offdrilikgyariOus types of i,nstruc--
tiOnal services for those few facility who° ask for help in upgrading
their instructional skills andteaching performance. Few faculty
,development, programs have represented comprehensive, active
interventions in the teaching-learning process. As a, result, there
are few. guidelines concerning either the kinds of faculty development
programs whicl} best Impove the (quality of instruction or the quality
oflife at the university or says'in which'to best implement faculty

' development programs generallyp

Mach campus'in the CSUC system is,quite different, whits own
distinctive-needs, resources and goals. Thus, in keeping with
the experimental and exploratory nature of this project, each
has- designed its own distinctive program representing a different
approachto faculty development. The Center is coordinating the
various individual,efforts to form a comprehensive faculty,
develophent program, providing the necessary human. and material

resources-to each individual campus. In this way, the campuses
benefit from being partof a systemwide p;=ogram learning more from
the experiences of each other. A Policy Board, consisting of
representatives from'each of the 19 dampusethe a mellber of the
Statewide Academic Senate and two members of the Ckancellor's
Office, sets broad policy for the gdidance of the Center, but
each campus ini)lements and operates its own programs.

Although it -would have been ideal for each of the 19 member campuses'
of- the system to adopt different novels of faculty development to-
provide a comprehensive assessment of the relative merits of each,
inevitable limitations of.time.anciresourcesresulted in'the,selection
of six prototypic campuses (throUgh a proposal-and-review process)
to participate intensively in theCenter's program. This number
is large enough to test several alternative strategies in different
geographical settings; and still small enough toallow the Center's
staff to concentrate its resources and energies in the most
beneficial manner,- A:t--the sane tine, the Center is providing as
much assistance as possible to each oethe other-campuses in) - -

the system,and efforts,to develop a consortia focusing on
faculty develdPment are under way on four additional campuses.

Commitment to the Center and its programs has been matte not only
by the Office of the Chancelld;r, bUl.by the participating campuses
_as well. Eadh of the six funded campuses has demonstrated both
institutional support and financial commitment in a variety of ways,.
First,,,endorsement of the campus. plans was obtained from the
faculty senate at each institution. Secondly, and equally important,
local campus administrations indicated support by providing at
least ono staff position as well as necessary support servidesi
secretarial help, iand office facilities. Both the mate support

E



and the financial commitment On the part of -the administration were
requirements for participation ikl the. Center's prO4ram. =

-

The six'participating campuses range in size and location from i
the mail, relatively isolated San Bernai.dino,caMpus (129 faculty;

_3,489 students) to a lavje metropolitan university.ih ,San Jose 4

(.900 faculty serving 264794 students). As mentioned. previously,
the Six campus programs represent different approache to'.faculty

development. San Jose is focusing on the.developinent
instrument

of a diagnostic"(
:self-appraisal instrument foi faculty=and resource ma eriaZt-

rOlevent to each dimension'of the instrument. The Northridge campus
,

has established an.InstitUte for*.the Advancement of Teaching and
Leaining; providing releated time'for departmentally nominated
faculty to address"problems and issues'abqut higher eduction

din general and fhe Northridge campus in particular.

Chico.is focusing on adMinistrative development as
.

part of a I
university=wide commitment to professional development end teaching
improvement, assisting deans and.department chairpersons in an .'.

exploration of ways by whic!-, they may faclitatejacultv growth.
The San Bernardino and 3aKersfield campuses have each established
progtams to'assist fadultyiin the development of effective
instructional strategies. Fresno is undertaking a comprehensive
approach that inalUdes a.review of its reward structure, its ,

(....,

recruitment, tenure and promotion procdquret,:as well as faculty
and administrative teachifig improvement programs.

Each of the six campuses has designed an evaluation plan appropriate
e to its particular objectives, and each activity of both the .Center'. 7
and the cam?us programs will 8e evaluated separately and cummula7
timely. In addition, in'its first year of activity tke Center hat
conducted a number of training workshops for campus project staffs .

in order to develop leadership skills on the part of,the inclividual
project directors and to promote the exchange-of ideas, experiences
and problems among the campus staffs. In,fact, one of the primary
goals for the first year, in addition to the vast "tooling.up"
process necessary for a project of this "size, and complexity, was
tercreate and maintain an environlient conducive to enge-7an
atmoeph44e of collaboration and mutual support in .w ch the projeOt
staffs of the:six campuses could work together on mmon problems
and draW,upon-each other's skills and resources ra her-than relying

_on_outside---1-1-experts-Thelp. We have strong evidence to date'
3....s ...............
PA4 ,... suggesting that we have accomplished this goal. '

. I

EA

Project.directors from San Jose, both skilled media specialists', hAve-
been asked to help evaluate the media resource facility on another-
of the.Center's campuses., another campus team ns visited
two other campuses involved in the program. Each participating
campus team is'being_invited to atttnd workshops for faculty held .

on other campuses, and the exchange of 'telephone calls and written
materials among the sixcampus teams is increasing. ,Good
relationships have been established With the project directors and

-- their staffs, which should falpilitate even more rigorous and
productive efforts in the next two years. ,

Ar
Ir
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Of course, all ofthe evidepce is not yet in. In fact, we i .

are currently in the process of undertaking a formal evalUatipn
of our 'first, year's,efforts. Colleges and.uniVersities in general,
and the CSUC system. is no exception, prpperly aspire to excellenCe
in teadhing."..The process of innovation, change, faculty
development and evaluation within the.system, however, must
be.cohtinuoW, nor- momentum for change which has. been generated 4,
is in danger of being lost. Efforts to improve our program,
based on:empirical data, are essential if the system-is to remain
viable and responsive.

Dling the.last three years, the progran for innovation has provided
a systemwide foCus and special support fir faculty, staff and
students to experiment and to ap21,7 the results of those experiments
to the total college program. The Conter,for Professional Development'
will continue to encourage facility to expiore_and'examine roles,
'their relationships Tlith students and each-other, their' classrooM
teaching.'and their institutional elvironments. The Program for
Innovation and the Center'for Professional Development will continue
to generate new goals resnonsi*to,chanqing conditions, continuously
-reassessing progress and medifyihg prpgrams where necessary. The
commitment to multiple toci,, coupled with an absence of pre-determined

...

notions about whicH teaching.strategies or new rogams should be
encouraged and which shouldornot, will be maintained. The_Program has
utilized and will continue, to utilize ajudicious evaluation system
which Acognizes the broad dimensions of teaching, and is sensitive,
to the many different types of campuses and different styles and
kinds of instruction and instructione?. programs. Opetating to-
gether withinthe structure outlined above, we,hope to continue to,
demonstrate that ascoordinated'and significant efoxt for creative
.change and renewal can 'be carried out within a statewidessystem,
of higher. education, and that the vality of instruction can be

. improved an all of our member campuses.
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